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Remarks 

Claims 1-17 and 19-21 remain pending in the application, and claims 10-16 stand allowed. 
In the previous Office Action, claims 1-9, 17 and 19-21 were rejected. Reconsideration is 
courteously requested. 

Claim 1 has been amended to recite that the milling section is made of a material having a 
composition different than the composition of the support section. None of the references of record 
teach or otherwise suggest the subject matter of claim 1 . 

Specifically, pending U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0031984 and U.S. 
patent No. 6,485,305 both disclose a mill blank where the blank and the support structure are 
formed of one integral piece. Consequently, neither reference discloses the concept of a mill blank 
assembly where the milling section is made of a material having a composition different than the 
composition of the support section. Consequently, neither reference anticipates the subject matter 
of the present invention under 35 U.S.C. 102. 

Claim 1 is also not rendered obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over U.S. Patent No. 
6,485,305 in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,345,984 and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,001,896. 
As mentioned above, the '305 patent does not teach the concept of a mill blank assembly wherein 
the milling section is made of a material having a composition different than the composition of the 
support section. Additionally, the '305 patent does not describe a mill blank assembly wherein the 
support section is bonded to the milling section by a direct chemical bond that is free of divergent 
chemistry. Furthermore, neither the '984 nor the '896 patent overcome this deficiency. In 
addition, the remarks set out in applicant's amendment and response dated June 8, 2006 are also 
appUcable. 

In the previous Office Action, independent claim 17 was also rejected as being anticipated 
by U.S. Pubhcation No. 2003/0073394 and U.S. Patent No. 6,485,305. Claim 17 was also rejected 
as being obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over the '305 patent in view of the '984 and '986 patents. 

Claim 17 has now been amended to recite that the support section includes a through 
passageway that extends through the shaft. Claim 17 has additionally been amended to recite that 
the flange extends outwardly from the shaft. In the '394 published patent application, mill blank 
assembly 10 includes a projection 28 that fits within a recess 24. However, recess 24 is not a 
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through passageway. In addition, recess 24 does not extend into shaft 16, let alone through shaft 
16. Fig. 4 of the '394 publication illustrates in cross-sectional view the relative depth of the recess 
24 and the flange 18, and also illustrates the proximity of the recess 24 to the shaft 16. As can be 
seen, recess 24 does not extend into the shaft 16. 

In the '305 patent, the embodiment illustrated in Fig. 1 shows a retainer projection 2 that 
adjoins body 1, but body 1 does not extend into the retainer projection 2 at all. In the embodiment 
shown in Fig. 2 of the '305 patent, blank member 1' includes a peg-shaped continuation la that is 
provided with a coating 4. However, coating 4 is not considered a support section and, in any case, 
does not include a flange that extends outwardly from a shaft. 

In response to the rejection of claim 17 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), neither the '984 nor the 
'896 patent disclose the aspects of applicants claim 17 that are lacking in the '305 patent. 

The subject matter of claim 17 provides an advantage, because the calibration surface of the 
flange is securely locked in spatial relationship to the milling section. The firm coupling between 
the milling section and the support section ensures that the spatial relationship is not disturbed 
during a milling operation. Moreover, because the flange presents an outer calibration surface and 
is also integrally connected to the shaft, the calibration surface is located in a position remote from 
the milling section such that access to the milling section during a machining operation is not 
hindered. 
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Antecedent basis for the newly added language of claim 1 can be found throughout the 
specification including, for example, in original claim 10. Antecedent basis for the language added 
to the third line of claim 17 is also found throughout the specification including, for example, in the 
sentence bridging page 17, line 30 to page 18, line 1. The specification has been amended on page 
18 to provide formal support for the remaining language of claim 17; however, it is believed that 
this subject matter was present in the application as filed (including, for example. Figs. 6-8) and as 
such there should be no issues of new matter in this regard. 

It is beheved that this application is in condition for allowance and such action is 
courteously sohcited. 

Respectfiilly submitted, 

October 18, 2006 

Bv: /James D. Christoff/ 

Date James D. Christoff, Reg. No.: 31,492 

Telephone No.: 651-733-1512 

Office of Intellectual Property Counsel 
3M Innovative Properties Company 
Facsimile No.: 651-736-3833 
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